COMMENTS AND CRITICISM
In the beginning of his article, Marquis explicitly makes the assumption that "whether or not abortion is morally permissible stands or falls on whether or not a fetus is the sort of being whose life it is seriously wrong to end" (183). There are two issues that arise in assessing this claim: (1) Is the fetus the sort of thing that could have any rights or toward which we could have obligations? (2) Are these rights or obligations prima facie or absolute? Marquis's claim seems to conflate the two issues, assuming that whatever rights of, or obligations to, fetuses there are, they must be absolute.
The assumption that any obligations we have to fetuses are absolute, presented without argument, is philosophically (and politically) irresponsible. It is as if fetuses were things growing out in the garden, and the question of abortion were whether one may decide to till them under rather than let them come to fruition. The question of abortion inextricably involves (at least) two lives and a compelling bundle of rights on the side of the woman carrying the fetus, whatever we decide about the status of the fetus. Ignoring these rights makes about as much sense as considering the issue of the moral permissibility of killing adult, fully-conscious humans without considering the justification of self-defense. If no countervailing rights or other moral considerations were to be allowed to figure into the judgment, the criterion on which Marquis claims that abortion is impermissible, having a "future-like-ours," would also rule out killing in self-defense. He makes no exceptions to his claim that abortion is immoral. Thus, it seems that to be consistent he would also have to reject any self-defense plea in killing any human being.
The only justification Marquis provides for the dubious assumption that a fetus's right to its future is absolute and overriding is an appeal to his favorite authors on abortion. He writes:
Many of the most insightful and careful writers on the ethics of abortion . . . believe that whether or not abortion is morally permissible stands or falls on whether or not the fetus is the sort of being whose life it is seriously wrong to end (183, emphasis mine).
The list of authors Marquis provides is quite impressive. The claim he makes about their arguments here is false, however. They all consider rights (and other moral concerns) of the pregnant woman, and find cases in which her rights or concerns override any considerations in favor of the fetus.3 The authors cited can be divided into two categories: those who argue that abortions are permissible because the fetus is not the sort of being whose life it is seriously wrong to end,4 and those who argue that abortions are impermissible in most (but not all) cases because the fetus is such a being. With regard to the first group, it is an obvious logical mistake to infer from: (A) Since the fetus is not the sort of being whose life it is seriously wrong to end, it is morally permissible to abort. that therefore, (B) If it were the case that the fetus is the sort of being whose life it is seriously wrong to end, then it would be morally impermissible to abort.
The writers in the first group hold (A), but they make no claims like (B). That is, these writers merely claim that the fetus's lack of personhood is a sufficient, though not necessary, condition for abortion to be morally permissible. Marquis's phrase 'stands or falls' requires it to be both a necessary and sufficient condition on the permissibility of abortion.
In the second group, both authors deny (A), but allow that, in cases in which the mother's life is in danger, or, perhaps, the woman was a victim of rape, abortion is morally permissible, thus denying (B) as well. In these cases, they reason, the woman's right to life or her serious loss of well-being overrides the rights of the fetus. Thus, they regard the woman's rights as a relevant issue in deciding the moral permissibility of abortion, and so could hardly be said to argue that the moral permissibility of abortion stands or falls with the issue of whether it is wrong to kill fetuses.
Even if we might ultimately agree that the fetus is the sort of thing whose killing is so morally wrong as to overwhelm completely a woman's rights to privacy, health, medical care, and even life, the point surely needs argument. Nothing that has been said in the abortion debate to date has come close to settling this issue against the woman. So at most Marquis can claim to have shown "Why Abortion is Killing a Being-Like-Us." When one recalls that persons may legitimately be killed for many reasons, this title has not the same moral urgency of Marquis's. 
